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\In July 1979, we began a three-year inquiry to discover ways 1n ~

~which schoo] districts might effectively Tink their district testing
and evaluation activities with insfructional decision making.

This’inquir¥'was stimulated by our be]ief, based on previous re-

search and experience in'schoolﬁdistriets,.that‘testing andieva]uation | o
act1v1t1es in most districts had on]y Timi ted 1nf1uence on 1nterna1 |

: h schoo] district 1nstructiona] dec1s1on making Instead, the»focus of

testing and eva}uation 1n ‘many districts seemed to be toward satisfying ‘
external demands, e. g , federa] program eva]uation requirements, court- |
ordered desegregation mandates (Zucker, 1981 qDav1d 1978). But many T S
schoo] districts had moved to deve]op their testing and eva]uation ca- '
pac1ties (Lyon, et al. 1978) and it seemed Togical to us that the

data and reports generated by a district evaluation unit-might a]so -

serve as a district curriculum and 1nstrugtiona] management 1nformation

system,
- R . N ." ~

~ The main purpose of our work is not to determine the extent to whicn :
‘ a'nationwide samp]e of'school districts are using testing and evaluation
v '  for internal instructiona| deéision making. Instead, we are'examiningaf
how a sma]];number of districts are attempting to forge a linkage among

v

(% © testing and evaluation and instructional decision making. *

- At,the'present time, we haVe completed extensive case studies in

five or’six districts that we se]ected because they had a reputation\

for having tried to forge this linkage. Our sample d1str1cts whiTle not _

L ' ' éomprising a national samp]e, do exhibit characteristics that represent
5 N

qhe diversity of American school, districty. They reflect differences in:
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" size (1arge/sma%1), student demographfcs (affluent/below-average in-

S

_ come, racially homogeneous/racia]1y;heterogenious),'and Tocale (urban/

h\
_ suburban) Three researcher$ have each Spent approximately one week
T \
A . 1in each d1str1ct v1slt1ng schoo]s and d1str1ct off1ces, 1nterv1ew1ng

d1str1ct part1c1pants, exam1n1ng relevant documents and records. We

. have asked respondants about three ggnera] areas: why 1s th1s d1str1ct
Ve tryinghto Tink testi ,and evaluation with instructional decasmon-mak1ng?"

How does this district do this? What effects'have'the linking activities

4 P A L i .
{ ~In the brief space available to us, we would Tike to discuss three

= A ) spec1f1c quest1ons re]ated only to the first two areas of 1nterest

1, What are the incentives and d1s1ncent1ves that operate dn -

I

schoo] districts attempting to f6ﬁge~an eva]uat1on-test1ng-
“ 1nstruct1on Tinkage? _V ' ' . (

2. that are examp]es of the approaches d1str1cts are taking

. <,
3 :

to forge these linkages? . , ’
~3. What are the potential contributions this research -has for

7 school 1mprovement7 ) ' T - : | .

AL, s 3 - ' .
But before do1ng SO, we 'd 1ike to def1ne br1ef1y what we mean by
h1nkage a]though you will get its fuller f]avor ghﬁ’examp]e, later in

the paper L1nkage, to. us means the coord1nat1 n--either through forma]

or 1nforma] means--of all the operations and services within a schoo]
district essent1 1 or support1ve of ‘the use of testing and eva]uat1on forc
1nstruct1ona]-purposes L1nkage is,a funct1on of management It.ie2 an - C”’/'A

¢
arrangement which br1ngs together in some product1ve manner data collec- -

““tion, ana]ys1s and report1ng w1th core 1nstruct1ona] act1v1t1es

SR




' above average students.

v . - q
e o _ _ ,
_* Such test1ng eva]uat1on 1nstruct1on ]1nkages are not commonp]ace in

school d1str1cts a]though test1ng and evaluation act1v1t1es have 1ncreased,

substant1a1Ty since 1965. . This may mean that most school d1str1cts have,
over‘the-past_ls«years, felt 1jtt1e need to make such a Tinkage. We were
interestéd to Tearn:what factors seemed to be encourdging our sample dis-
tr1cts to move in this direction. o ;s j .
Quéstion 1. What are the 1ncent1ves and.d1S1ncent1ves ‘that operate .
in school d1str1cts attempt1ng to forge an eva]uat1on-
. test1ng-1nstruct1on ]1nkage?

In the districts we studied, the single shared reasbn §dvenifor ini-

’tiating’coordination arrangements between tests and evaluations was to in--

e

fluence pupil achievement as measured on test scores. In many of the dis-.
tr1cts there had been expressed d1ssat1sfact1on, coming from a number of

sources, w1th the academic performance of . students. The move towards use

of tests and eva]uat1on data .was pr1mar11y remed1a1 ‘In one of the dis-

tricts, however, there had been overall sat1sfact1on w1th student ]earn1ng,

. moreover, there was a sense, on. the part of the d1str1ct super1ntendent >

that 1nd1v1dua11zed instruction might increase thellearn1ng of average and

*+

District officials indicated in their 1nterv1ews w1th us that their

N

overall intention was tQ use test scores ‘as a,descr1pt1on of student achieve-
.- A o

ment. They wanted these.seores arranged and understood in sueh’a way so

as to redirect instruction. However, the immediate incentives for starting
and continuing such a process seemed to vary from distrjct to dtstrict} For
example, some centra] offices were moved in thisldirection.by explicit man-l'
date from courts, or from state legislatures or from school boards. In

other districts,'superjntendents or other officials seemingly influenced ..

DR 4
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by.research and curreﬁtAeduQ!tiOnal thinking, decided to use available

. federal and state money to build instructionally ke]evan; tests.
| " We might categorize the ‘types of incentives we found as either
"sticks" or "carrots" and their sources as either”exgefnal or internal

to district management. Our matrix would logk something like this:

R . . : . - . f
' . “ ’ . », ) ' *
v ‘ insert Figure 1 about here. Lo
- . R . : . . B ., 4 o \ f
it J . - . )
This 11‘st\of1‘ncent1‘-ves‘, to some‘extent, begs the question. The {
‘ ’ carrots and th® sticks are common to pther districts. why’haven;t they.

“moved to 1ink festing and'evalﬁation with instrucﬁion?a-Given our‘Smail
Sémﬁ]e,_and our fielgbeSed research design, wéfcanﬁét provide a general
lanswer to, that question. What we can say is that cgrtain chqrécterjstics .
seem tq be;preseni in our fiye distriéts, especiai]y thgsé thaé ére most
advanced in their linkage development. These elements indicate that our ™ °
_Histrfcts had the. management capacity to }espond to the incentives..fThe )
elements wé refer to are: 1dea‘Qhampions,~§tab1e core'staff,ﬂreai{stig
”problqm analysis, and,to]erénce'fdr ambig@fty. The‘f011owing;is 2 brief
descriptién of each e]gment: _

.o Idea champions--by this we mean individuaJS'ih keyradminis-,

trative and policy positions whqlfirﬁT;fE;Tjeve:in the value
" of test and evaluation data and cohsiﬁtent]y cﬁ§mpionvits.
déve]bpment and COhnection fo instruction. ’In'ouf_&fstkitfs,

A | these individuals were found in a variety of positions.

" 2 | T%ére'was no:cbnsistent,pa%terﬁzté their school district

°

¢ assignments, e.g., some are in.curriculum, some in evalua-- .

©

. ’ tion, some are line admin{stratprs; whétAthey do share with'

N ’
R ‘ IO » . [ .
. .
. . » . . *
» : : . : -
4 * - ’ - N .
. .
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External

- °decision of district adm1n1stra-

4
o St1cks ﬁ;\\‘ a ] Carrots )
°requ1rements by federa] or staté \i°ava11ab111ty of fedéra] and state
agenc1es to: ; ~ Toriey for S
°evaluate problems < . °text deve]opment .

°develop courses’ of study
°raise test scoreg
°community dissatisfaction with
pub11c education expressed bye A
°press and media o
°loss of students ,
- °Board action ’ .

°evaluation of programs
°staff development
°yrelationships with universities
°existence of techniques or
, procedures to link ,tests with"
gnstructron o . .

L

tors to link testing, evaluations,

and instruction . : .
’ N -
. -
N \ N
) Figure.l
- . .~ Iﬂ

°desire of district to acqu#re
additional funds .

°presumed likelihood of success -
in Tinking

~\with education | L
X o ’ ’

ting and evaluation '

'
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"-Stab]e core group--1n our d1str1cts, thése~"idea champions"

&

S X Co . ' -
one another are characteristics such as conviction, per-

suasiveness, and some degree of power
.

and their followers have been around for a while. | In our
most advanced linkage systems it has taken from 8- ]0 years -
for the 11nkage programs to develop and mature Th1s cou]d
not Q%ye happened f? tHe core group had continually changed
ComprehenS1ve rather’than ad hoc prob]em ana]ys1s--the core’
group has been aware of next steps beyond the ‘immediate task
4Pthe moment.. It'1s one thing to deve]op, fo?'examp]e a

CRT program 1n‘read1ng--1t is quite another th1ng to actually

get teachers to use it. Bridging the gap between deve]op-

v ment'andxuse imp]ies an Understandlng.oflthe schoo] site and

district~as a bureaucratic'soc$a1 sysfém and an appreciation

of the various stnateg1es dnd too]s that might most effect1ve]y
~, y

Trndge the gap \ . . :

‘Tolerahce for amb1gu1ty--none of the ]1nkage arrangements

\

« develgped, over time, 1m\anzth1ng resemb11ng the rat1ona1

N
11near way thaE is often described in standard p]ann1ng

texts. Instead, the programs have developed uneven]y, com- A

ponent by component on a_broken front. Many t1mes, the

components -of the 1ink1ng'system have been deVeJOped indepen- )

dently of one another, with d1fferent purposes\and each with”

\

its own set of advocates Deve]op1ng ]1nkage arrangements to.
‘merge together these d1sparate pieces 1nto a new conf1gurat1on

~

takes time and 1t can be very frustrat1ng

~

Vs
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The above Tist 1s'not ekhaustive and it may be that-these charaé-

ter1st1es and act1v1t1es are found in many d1str1cts that have not.

‘e

thought about or who have tried and abandoned an effort to deve]op a

linkage system, we don t know. A]] ‘we tan-say is that these are pre-

¥

sent in our~samp1e d1str1cts and we be11eve they contr1bute to the pro-_-»

gress these d1str1cts “have made. Q‘ o ' ) .
, What about disincentives to develop a management arrangement thatu
—
11nks serV1ce$ and supports to t"connectwn between testing, 7éva1uat1on,

and 1nstruct¥on? As we 1nd1cated adee, typ1ca]1y d1str1cts are not

. mov1ng 1n th1s'd1rect1on. There ar e1y several reasons for this
7

An’ 1mportant one, we be]1eve, is that dhese d1str1cts are not pressured,

/ .
“or pu]led to think about the impact of s?igagts;,test scores through

thange in instructionak activities. - Thus,-they continue in a traditional

arrangement of sem1-autonomous operat1ona1 unrts

-

For examp]e, d1str1cts may feel that. the1r dec11n1ng test scores

are caused by 1arge and rap1d changes “in the ethn1c or racial class

| make-up of their pup11 population or that their dec11n1ng performance

mere]y ref]ects the flagging public. support for the schoo]s They rea-
son that until’ these cond1t1ons change,1t is un11ke1y that encourag1ng

curr1cu1um and 1nstruct1ona1 changes based on test scores and eva]uat1on

- f1nd1ngs will make much of’'a d1fference. They conclude that other po]1-

tical, social, or financial strategies might be more appropriate.

Another disinceptive is that a closely linked testing, evaluationy

2

and instructional system, with its emphasis on supervision, communica-
tion, and coord1nat1on; f11es in the face. of the traditional school dis-

tr1ct operat1ng mode wh1ch can be character1zed as loosely coup]ed

10 | o

s
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(we1ck 1976) with teachers work1ng quﬁte 1ndependent1y behind c]osed

classroom doors '(LoPtie, 1975) Teachers do not read11y embrace ap-

" proaches that fundamentally alter their accustomed\profess1ona1lpehav1or

b

P
s

"\

» ) o
‘patternms. ~ , -

'g_schoo1 as the Tocus of change

y o
¥

Sti]] another disincentive may be.that a"tight and'interactive rela-
t1onsh1p between test-scores and c]assroom pract1ce 1s yet an unproven

so]ut1on to the prob]em of student 1earnipg While var1ou\\components,

"

e.g.s deve]opment and use of CRTs, format1Ve aind summat@ve>eva1uation

methods -are becom1ng 1ncreas1ng]y soph1st1cated and%techn1ca]1y sound

- much rema1ns to be done before teachers and'adm1n1strators are convinced

.

" that these techn1ques can be used as effective tools in their own class-

“rooms for 1mprov1ng studént ‘dchievement.

-,

t\me and energy, teachers will not read11y commit themse]ves to unknown ;

»

4 ! L . L.
and ﬁnpigyen technologies. _ .
Questionsz.» ~ What are examples of the approaches

- a decentralized, 5chooleﬂ

\X | ;
or1ented system using norm-referenced standardizeg test scores;’and

¢

The decentra]1zed NRT system use:

-

a district-directed centra11zed system using d1str1§; d1rected cr1ter1on-
referenced- tests.

_ W1th1n Toosely prescr1bed district para-v

o .

gmeters, each school has cons1derab1e dfscret1on in deve]op1ng and 1mp1e- .

4
menting an instructional program that the schoo] staff feels is appro-

prlate for its particular studeﬁt body. The norm-referenced'studen test.
results are fo]

. L . ) ) . s
- 11 A e

G1ven the other demands on the1r ;

P .

. |

the 1nd1v1dua1 e

iAto an 1nd1v1dua11zed eva]uat1on report that i -prepared -

L4
~
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for each sch001 by the district off1ce_ Thels/hoo1 staff with theJa;g{ -

LN

tance of the centra] eva]uat1on unit staff‘a; s often w1th d1§tr1ct in- L

structional and curr1hu1ar specaa11sts, deve]op year]y p]ans 1n wh1ch

. A « =
.they 1dent1fy their own 1nstruct1ona] -and other progfammat1c pr1or1t1es. T

£

Presumab]y, taf eva]uat1on unit's reports, 1nc1ud1ng the scores, form
part of the ev1dence upon’wh1ch each 1hd1v1dua1 school mod1f1es its in- Yo
struct1ona1 program Some of these d1str1ets were- a]so deve]op1ng and' »
us1ng CRTs, but these tests d{d not p]ay a brom1nent part in, the1r 1n-
;struct1ona1 reneWE\ program, they were used more as an 1nstruct1ona1 : ;" .

tool 1n-the cTassreom rathér than as a tool for school-site dec1s10n-
. e e halA ;s .

, makingll P B N : -,
o Y . s . ‘ﬁ,. . . - “ .‘. LN
The school d1str1cts us1ng a cent(gliied CRT system focus .on a S

L

common distriét 1nstruct10na1 cont1nuum, u ua]]y in read1ng, math and .. L
' language arts to wh1ch all schools are expected to adhere. The 1mpetus'

- for change comes more:from the district level than from the Tocal.-
school. The district also encourages” the teaching staff to follow a -

compoh instructional methodology when 1mp1ementing the district's cur-

—

r1cu1um " Student sgores on TRTs are used.as the ma1n bas1s upon wh1ch X o ;7"»
~1nstruct1ona1 effectiveness 1ngauged The CRTs are developed . s0 thatl‘ ST
they relate to the d1str1ct S adopted 1nstruct1ona1‘program. NRTs are

¢

' adm1n1stered and rev1ewed but they are used mainly to 1nform the pub11c '

-~ ,
of the d1str1ct s zrogram--they do not p]ay a-preminent part 1n the . - ., ﬁzl

1nstruct1ona] renewa] progran. ' '

We do not w1sh to imply that NRTs are not appropr1ate for d-ecéﬂb

'Q%ra11zed systems or that CRTs are 1nappropr1ate for decentra11zed sys-
tems. We are mere]y report1ng that these(were the conf1%yrat1ons we 5\7
observed 1n\-‘ small samp]ta{,ofZ districts. = Likely other mixtures of
. . .‘y ,‘v_.’"o "“ . . .:
J .

v . . . . L
(RN . ’ . ' ’
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these elements have been deried : o
. 5 r . .
A]though the decentra11zed and centralized or1entat1ons d1ffer in

the locus of change and the types of test that are used, the d1str1cts“
arrangements share important character1st1cs such as prov1d1hg support

services to the schools: e.g.,.an extens1ve and’ appropr1ate in-service

cdmponent, a well-developed data processing capabi]ity; a skilled evalu-

-ator and measurement staff.

v ‘The districts differ in regard to what they'eonsidered the effect

of their programe. The two centralized, CRT-systemxdistricts'pointed to
what they considered subétantial improvements in pupil achievement as a
result of their, program.” The decentralized districts were less sure of

the overall effect of thetr_prqgram on student® achievement but cited pro-
cess changes at the school in evidence of effect. This is understandab]e -

since the schoo]s themse]ves differ in what they are try1ng to accomp11sh

and these diverse intentions do not lend themselves to more standard yard-

"sticks of progress. Of course, it may be that it takesV]onger to see the

effects of a decentralized program than a more centralized one. We are not

yet prepared to offer reasons for, or to assess the d1fferences in the ef\}

| fect1veness of thé‘two approaches The districts themselves were not pre-

sently examining what m1ght be considered unintended or unexpected side

.effecte;ue.g.; heightened or lowered teacher morale, increased or de-

creased community support.

. )
.'Quegtion 3. What are the potent1a1 contr1but1ons this research

~ has_ for schoo] 1mprovement?

There is. a substantial public and professional "crisis of confi-.

V ’ B
dence" in ‘the- public schools’ ability to adequately educate their pupils~-

i

¢




espec1a11y in the basic sk11]s Increasdng]y, districts are rea1izing

the limitations of methods of schoo] improvemgnt built on piecemeal

approaches, such as untargeted,in-service training programs, or new test-
ing programs, or adopting and implementing externally funded projects.
These activities, however well-intentioned, simply were not reversing -

the declining test scores.
i \ : . . ) ‘ .
Some districts, such as our samp]ewdistricts,aréfnow seeking more

- . -

| comprehensive and 1ntegrated approaches to developing bettér teachinqﬂand

»llearningt One such appreach involved connect\ng the school district's
testing.and ‘evaluation activities with on- go1ng d1scuss30ns about how

to chart the district pbpi]s ach1evement assess the effects bf various
1nstruct1ona] strategies, rev1se those strateg1es,and use. subsequent data
 to re-assess. We believe this systemat1c approach will be increasingly
tried by-other d1str1cts While we think that each district will have
to evolve an approach that is appropr1Qte to 1ts part1cu1ar context and
needs, it seems logical that districts beginning to cons1der this ap-
proach can 1earn alﬁLeat deal from the exper1ence of these “pioneer" |
districts. They can Tearn of the various strateg1es‘khat have been
tried, the spec1f1c components (such as CRTs) that have been deve]oped
and the kinds of barr1ers‘that have been encountered. En11ghtened by .
the experience of those whd have preceded then, these "newer" districts
can, perbaps,freduce the time ang\fost necessary_to'implement such a
system.

Our sample districts have been deepiy'involvedrin deve]optng'these

programs and this has made it difficult for them to step back and take

)

a comprehensive and somewhat detached view of their efforts. What is
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'more they do not have the opportunity to compare the1r efforts. with
those of other d1str1cts that are deve]op1ng a similar 11nkage strategy.

We see ourselves as providing two research-re]ated services; f}rst,
as observers and recorderS'of what these districts are doing, so as to
subsequentiy create from their synthesized experdences technical assis-
'tance materials for districts wishing to follow this 11nkage strateg§
as a means of improving pupil ach1evement and second as analysts of -
th1s prgzess, we seek to understand the configuration of human, organi-
zationa] po]it1ca? and technical e]ements that are assoc1ated with the -
implementation of this 11nkage strategy so as to contr1bute to the grow-h
ing school 1mprovement 11terature

With regard to our technical assistance and deve]opment ro]e we.
realize that the°41nkage arrangemenu;that ou? sample d1str1cts are de-
ve]op1ng are unique to each sett1ng and that they cannot be "packaged”
and exported to other d1s€r1cts.. Nonetheless, there are likely portions
of these arrangements that can prov1de guidance to other districts. The
things these sample d1str1cts have learned about the process will Tikely
be of considerable interest to those who want ta embark on this strateg1c
course During the 1ast year of-th1s proJect we. w111 be working with
several districts and he1p1ng them beg1n to design and 1mp1ement such a
_ program. » _ |
| With regard to our research/analytﬁcai role, we see as a major con-
tr1but1%p the br1ng1ng together of the research literatures from severa]

fields, e.g., eva]uat1onﬂ test1ng and curr1cu1um,and organ1zat1ona1

theory as a means of gaining 1ns1ghts 1nto the dynam1cs of th1s 11nk1ng.




‘ﬁroeess in school distriets Since these Titeratures have hfstorical]y
been deve]oped in isolation from each other our research prov1des a ‘
unique vehicle for gaiﬁ#ng a better understanding of their 1nterre1at1on-
ships. This kind of tbeory/pract1ce synthes1s seems to us to be a
necessary step i we ére‘going to be ab]e to fésﬁion research and con-
ceptua] work into tools useful for, work1ng on the pressing prob]ems
facing public edUCat1on today !
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